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ENGINEERING FORUM

Introductory Remarks

Sharon Hayes (Region 1), Bill Rothenmeyer (Region 8), and Neil Thompson (Region 10), Engineering
Forum co-chairs, welcomed members and guests to the Technical Support Project (TSP) meeting and
provided an overview of the Engineering Forum (EF) business session agenda. The co-chairs also
welcomed Karen Mason-Smith (Region 5), Leo Romanowski (Region 4), and Carlos Sanchez (Region
6) to their first TSP meeting.

New TSP Meeting Format

Traditionally, the TSP organizes and participates in two meetings each year. The 5-day long spring and
fall meetings are usually held 6 months apart in locations throughout the country. The three forums
(Engineering, Federal Facilities, and Ground Water) rotate the lead responsibility for planning the
meeting logistics, including selecting a location. Headquarters funds the lodging (up to a maximum of
5 nights per person) for Regional personnel participating in the meetings. Usually 2-3 days are reserved
for joint sessions on technical topics of mutual interest to all three forums, with the remainder of the
week set aside for forum business sessions, field trips, training, or forum-specific technical
presentations.

Kelly Madalinski (T10) explained that TIO has decided to shorten the length of one of the semi-annual
meetings from 5 days to 2 days. The shorter meeting will focus primarily on business sessions and will
not involve coordinated joint sessions or field trips. Some forums may choose not to meet at all,
depending on work load. Headquarters will be responsible for locating and timing the shorter meeting.
Kelly indicated that the short meetings will likely be held at locations in the central U.S. TIO will
continue to cover the costs of lodging up to a maximum of 3 nights per person. The remaining semi-
annual meeting will be 5 days and will involve joint sessions, field trips, technical sessions, and, when
appropriate, training or workshops. Lessening the duration of the second meeting will ultimately
reduce the planning burden on the individual forums, lower costs, and encourage the use of other tools
to share and exchange information.

TIO Reorganization

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Assistant Administrator Marianne Horinko
has proposed a major reorganization of OSWER to better address EPA's expanded role in homeland
security. As part of this reorganization, TIO will be placed within the Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response (OERR). The move is intended to expand the technical expertise within the
Superfund program office and intensify its focus on innovation. Although housed in OERR, TIO
would continue to support all OSWER programs, consistent with Horinko's One Cleanup Program.
The new office has tentatively been called the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology
Innovation (OSFRTI). Walt Kovalick (T10) will go from an Office Director to a Division Director.
Kelly said TIO’s relationship with the Office of Research and Development (ORD) will not be
affected. Kelly does not foresee any changes that will directly impact TIO’s support of the TSP in the
near future.
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Agency Engineering Expertise Survey

Camille Hueni (Region 6) raised concerns that the Regions may be understaffed with engineers. She
asked EF members to query RPMs to get an idea of the number of engineers and their areas of
expertise within each Region. Armed with this information, Camille suggested that the Forum draft a
letter to senior management notifying them of the loss of engineering expertise and the potential
impacts of this knowledge drain on Agency efforts. Many EF members and friends agreed with
Camille that true process engineers are becoming a rarity within the Agency. Changes to government
retirement plans and an aging workforce may accelerate the loss of engineers within EPA.

EF members agreed that any communication to management should acknowledge the importance of
engineers to future post construction work at Superfund sites. With dwindling state funds and a
growing number of construction completes, Agency engineers will be essential to the successful
completion of 5-year reviews and other post construction activities. Engineering technical expertise is
also greatly needed at RCRA sites.

At present, it appears as though the Agency is not replacing departing engineers, but rather contracting
the work to engineering and consulting firms. Many recently hired RPMs have little or no technical
background, placing the burden of reviewing remedial process designs and related engineering
activities on the dwindling number of professional engineers within EPA. Dave Reisman (NRMRL-
Cinc.) noted that the RCRA Corrective Action office is developing 6 internet training seminar modules
that will inform new RPMs about Agency resources available to them. A similar tool may be an
invaluable resource for new RPMs in the Superfund program. Ed Mead (USACE) noted that USACE
provides technical project planning courses. Ed noted that Heidi Novotny is the USACE contact for
these courses; he would be happy to contact her if any EF members are interested in learning more
about them.

Notifying Headquarters that more engineers are needed may not result in an increase in the number of
qualified engineers who are hired because individual Regions have their own hiring practices and the
final say in who is hired. EF members agreed that a letter to Headquarters could call attention to the
problem and may result in an Agency-wide change in policy. This letter could also be distributed to
managers in the Regions. Even if no additional engineers are hired by the Agency, this effort would be
a good way to increase the profile of the EF and other engineering resources (ORD, HSTLS) that are
available to Regional RPMs. Camille, Mike Gill (Region 9 HSTL), and Karen Mason-Smith (Region
5) agreed to frame a proposal that will be discussed at the National Association of Remedial Project
Managers (NARPM) meeting in May.

Issue Paper Updates
Remedial Process Screening Data Collection Paper: Ed Mead (USACE) distributed draft copies of his
remedial process screening data collection paper for comment and discussion. The document contains
two tables (one for water parameters and one for soil parameters) to guide remedial project managers
in selecting and obtaining physical and chemical data relevant to remedy implementation. Parameters
marked with an "X" are those that should be collected during the RI/RFI site collection phase(s).
Parameters marked with an "O" are optional additional parameters that are needed for the final remedy
selection. The document also contains two corresponding tables of lab and field analytical methods for
these physical and chemical parameters. Getting this data prior to evaluating remedies can result in
substantial savings because little time and money must be invested up front. These additional
parameters will allow the decision makers to:

. Screen out technologies that are not applicable (e.g., SVE in tight soil) or cost

effective;
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. Determine whether additional treatment is necessary and the associated cost of this
treatment;

. Arrive at more accurate cost estimates of the remedial alternatives, including better
cost estimates for O&M; and

. Save time and money by not having to re-mobilize and go back to gather the data

during the design phase.

Ed said the document still has some errors and needs to be fleshed out more completely, but it is ready
for field testing. Ed asked EF members to review the draft one last time and to contact him if they
think the tool could be used at a site in their Region. Dave Reisman (NRMRL-Cinc.) noted that an
RPM in Region 9 used the matrix in the field and had a contractor expand the matrix by adding
verbiage to the table, thereby increasing its length to 30 pages.

Ed indicated that ASTM is interested in publishing the document, but he wanted to gauge the Forum’s
interest in releasing it as an EF product. Members were enthusiastic about publishing the matrix as a
Forum issue paper. The next step is to have ORD review the document, after which an external review
must be completed. Dave Reisman commented that there might be issues with the matrix not
complying with the provisions of the Americans with Disability Act if it is placed on the EPA website.
Dave will begin the formal review process within ORD, fill out the necessary forms, and meet with the
web staff to discuss issues that might arise if the matrix is placed on the web.

Energy Audit Issue Paper and Energy Management Resources Guide for Waste Remediation Sites:
Mike Gill (Region 9 HSTL) updated the Forum on the status of the energy audit issue paper. The goal
of the paper is to make project managers and others working on waste cleanup sites aware of energy
saving/production opportunities on their remedial systems. Mike received several comments on the last
draft of the energy audit issue paper that were incorporated into the revised draft. The draft final has
been sent to TIO for review and, ultimately, publication. The paper begins with a background section,
then presents several case studies describing energy saving considerations that can be employed at
landfills and pump and treat sites. The paper also discusses the applicability of remedial system
evaluations (RSEs) to energy work, reviews the use of contracts for assisting with energy savings, and
presents web-based information references on the subject. Finally, the paper ends with a summary and
recommendations for future efforts. Interested EF members and friends should e-mail Mike Gill for an
electronic copy of the draft final. Mike will keep the EF informed about the TIO review and potential
publishing dates.

In addition, Mike has secured funding from ORD to develop an energy guide for waste remediation
sites. The goal of the project is to develop a 75-100 page “energy guidelines” document that is
applicable to commonly encountered site remediation or restoration schemes, or the remediation
technologies that require the greatest energy inputs, so that prevention technologies can be substituted.
The consultant will be tasked with determining 5 of the most commonly encountered remediation
systems that are the most energy intensive and that are designed to operate for longer than 10 years.
For each of these systems, the guide will describe major elements and organize them according to
energy utilization, range of energy inputs encountered, and potential for energy substitutions. The
guide will also provide clear, detailed examples of potential energy production opportunities at waste
cleanup sites and detailed information on several key tools that are identified in the issue paper. Other
tasks planned under this project (but not under contract) include the formation of an Energy
Stakeholder Advisory Group, development of informational web sites, and preparation of training
materials. Work on the guidelines will begin in May 2003.
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Camille Hueni suggested spotlighting Mike’s energy audit issue paper on the CLU-IN website to raise
the profile of this important work. Members also suggested communicating the findings to NARPM,
RCRA, and the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative office.

In-Situ Soil Treatment Issue Paper: Gene Keepper (Region 6) reported that TIO has agreed to fund an
update of the 1993 EF issue paper “Considerations in Deciding to Treat Contaminated Unsaturated
Soils In Situ” (EPA/540/S-94/500), which can be found at
http://www.epa.gov/swertiol/tsp/download/unsat.pdf. This issue paper grew out of a larger document
that was published in 1990 called “Handbook on In Situ Treatment of Hazardous Waste-Contaminated
Soils” (EPA/540/2-90/002). The updating of the issue paper is being coordinated by NRMRL-
Cincinnati. Dave Reisman (NRMRL-Cinc.) has finalized the statement of work, and is awaiting a work
plan from the contractor that will do the work. Each section of the paper will describe a different soil
remediation technology and will list a contact person at ORD for further information. The names of EF
members will also be included in the paper. Gene would like this update to be a “living” document,
complete with hyperlinks that can be updated on a regular basis. Dave briefly discussed the
ramifications of Section 508 of the Americans with Disabilities Act on the final product. The
document may need to be reformatted if it is posted on the web to enable those with disabilities to
access the entire issue paper.

Updated Engineering Bulletins: Dave Reisman said that OERR wants to update several engineering
bulletins that were originally published several years ago. The Technology Transfer group will provide
the funding and will update the papers. The bulletins that will most likely be updated include:

. In Situ Thermal Treatment;

. Phytoremediation;
. In Situ Bioremediation; and
. PCBs Remediation.

Engineering bulletins on biological and chemical dehalogenation (BCD), thermal desorption, SVE, and
pump and treat may also be updated in the near future. In addition, a hard rock mining engineering
bulletin has been proposed. Once the bulletins have been updated, the EF will have an opportunity for
review and comment. Steve Kinser (Region 7) will coordinate the EF review.

ORD Update

Dave Reisman indicated that ORD is in the process of building a new building in Cincinnati. He also
discussed the reorganization of ORD. He assured members that the high quality of technical service
will remain the same. Among the other activities or trends at NRMRL:

. RCRA requests have increased,;

. The laboratory will provide assistance to the first mining brownfields site in Region 8;

. The laboratory will work with Region 10 on the interim ROD at the Bunker Hill site, reviewing
EPA’s procedures, guidance, and other activities;

. The deadline for participating in the Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE)

Program is May 31.

Updating the RD/RA Handbook

Steve Kinser (Region 7) noted that, although not much has been done in response to the EF decision to
update the remedial design/remedial action (RD/RA) handbook, he is still committed and would like to
move forward with the project. Gene Keepper (Region 6) expressed similar sentiments. Fran Costanzi
(Region 8) originally proposed the project, but has not been able to move forward due to workload
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demands. Steve suggested that the RD/RA handbook be a main focus of the next spring mini-meeting.
Steve will send a conceptual model and straw proposal to the co-chairs for review and comment.

Engineering Forum Expertise Survey

The EF decided that the list of EF members’ areas of expertise should be posted on the TSP website.
The goal is to have the updated expertise list on the web before the fall meeting. Only current/active
members will be listed as experts or contacts and, therefore, are required to complete the survey. Mark
Granger (Region 2) will make the changes to the list and update the Forum on future EF calls. The
expertise list will be updated yearly.

Co-Chair Election

Neil Thompson’s co-chair term ends this spring. The election of his successor will take place via
email. EF members should send nominations to Sharon Hayes or Bill Rothenmeyer by noon on
Wednesday, June 4, 2003. Nominations will be announced during the June 4 teleconference, after
which members can cast their votes via email. The new co-chair will be announced before the July
teleconference. Only active members can be nominated, and self-nominations are encouraged. The
new co-chair will be elected for a two-year term that will expire in spring 2005.

Evergreen List

The EF identified high priority topics for future issue papers and technical topics from the evergreen
list. After reading through the current list, members removed topics that were redundant or for which
work was being done by other offices, agencies, or organizations. Several topics were reprioritized to
reflect the changing trends in remediation technologies and methods. Mark Granger will incorporate
the edits into the document and redistribute it to the EF. EF members and friends can submit new
topics or issues to Mark at any time, and he will add them to the list.
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GROUND WATER FORUM

Acknowledgment of Work Conducted by the Ground Water Forum
Co-chair Bernie Zavala (Region 10) acknowledged the following people for work they had done on
behalf of the Ground Water Forum (GWF), since the Pensacola meeting (11/02).

» Kay Wischkaemper (Region 4): Review of proposed Guidance for Soil Screening Levels for PCBs
for Ken Lovelace and Marlene Berg (OERR). (Status: Comments have been incorporated and
returned to reviewers)

» Luanne Vanderpool (Region 5), Kathy Davies (Region 3), and work group: Review of How-to
Guide for Capture Zone for Ground Water Pump and Treat System for Kathy Yager (TIO). Vince
Malott (Region 6) will present the findings to RPMs at the next NARPM meeting.

* René Fuentes (Region 10) and work group: Review of sediment guidance for Lea Evison (OERR).

*  GWF members who sent comments to Jeff Van Ee (NERL-Las Vegas) as part of the of a CD-
ROM on site characterization. (Status: Two CD-ROMs are due out the end of the calendar year.)

» Dick Willey (Region 1), Kathy Davies, and other GWF members: Review of Guidance on Applied
and Potential Technologies for DNAPL Investigations for the Technology Innovation Office (T10).

» Greg Lyssy (Region 6), Dick Willey, and other GWF members: Review of two drafts of An
Introduction to Characterizing Sites Contaminated with DNAPLSs for ITRC.

» Helen Dawson (Region 8): Review and development of guidance on ground-water contamination
intrusion into indoor air.

Future of Biannual TSP Meetings

Rich Steimle (TIO) explained the new schedule to be implemented for the TSP biannual meetings. TIO
has been asked to cut back about 30 percent of the TSP costs to stay in line with the overall cuts in the
Superfund program. Therefore, TIO can support only one traditional four-day/five-night meeting; the
second meeting must be just two days and three nights. Rich envisions the shorter meeting as being
more of a workshop to develop specific issues and to discuss forum business. The meeting would not
include field trips, could include invited speakers if relevant to issues being discussed. The short
meetings will be held mid-continent (e.g., Chicago, Kansas City, or Dallas) to cut back on travel time
and costs for each Region. The co-chairs of each forum will be responsible for developing their own
agendas for the short meeting. Rich noted that the Federal Facilities Forum prefers to schedule the long
meeting during the fall because of the number of other meetings held in the spring. Therefore, the Fall
2003 meeting will be a 4-day meeting planned by the GWF.

The consensus among GWF was to hold the Fall 2003 meeting in the northeast (candidate locations are
Niagara Falls, Trenton, NJ, and Storrs, CT) and focus on a fractured bedrock theme. Kevin Willis
(Niagara Falls), Kathy (Trenton, NJ) and Dick (Storrs, CT) will further investigate opportunities at
these locations and report back to the GWF on the next teleconference call (June 5).

Rich Steimle said TIO was about to issue a grant for setting up an International Bedrock Conference in
2004. They have not picked a location or date yet but it will be in the US.

Reports from Work Groups

Ground Water/Surface Water Interactions Guidance: Bruce Duncan (Region 10, Ecological Risk
Assessment Forum) provided an update on the joint GWF/Ecological Risk Assessment Forum
guidance on ground water/surface water interactions. The original concept for the guidance was to
stress that the transition zone must be evaluated. The focus has since changed to emphasize
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management decisions concerning risk evaluation, establishing cleanup levels, and determining
remedial success when there is a transition zone issue. The guidance emphasizes the importance of
including transition zone issues in the problem formulation stage of the risk assessment and the
development and refinement of conceptual model as data are collected. It includes a discussion of the
tools that can be used to support the decision making process. The next step in the guidance
development is to have the joint subcommittee of the two forums review what the ecologists have put
together along with the hydrogeological revisions. Following this review, the draft guidance will go to
full forum review as well as outside peer review. After comments are incorporated, the guidance will
be submitted for OSWER policy review.

Question: How does the guidance address contaminated sediments?
Answer: It discusses the various tools that can be used to evaluate contaminated sediments.

Question: Will the guidance address the reverse situation in which surface water flowing through
contaminated sediments impacts the ground water?
Answer: No.

Question: How will the report be distributed?
Answer: A limited number of hard copies will be printed and a PDF file will be posted on the
Ecological Risk Assessment Forum and GWF websites.

Question: Does the guidance address what to do when the chemical of concern does not have the
appropriate toxicity data?

Answer: That is an issue for any risk assessment, involving not just the transition zone. Therefore, it is
not addressed.

Capture Zone Guidance: Luanne Vanderpool indicated that Kathy Davies is working on the training
component of this guidance. Luanne has compiled all the GWF comments on the guidance, and these
were conveyed to the Ground Water and Ecosystems Restoration Division in Ada in February who
later passed them on to authors at GeoTrans. GeoTrans will produce a new draft before the beta
training sessions begin. Kathy Davies explained that there also are plans to develop a two-hour training
module for the NARPM meeting. Comments on the training from the NARPM attendees will be used
to shape the full training presentations. Vince Malott will introduce the NARPM module, and
GeoTrans will provide the remainder of the training. Matt Charsky (OERR) noted that the course has
been well received by the RPMs and the training module at NARPM is already full.

A draft of the one-day training course is expected to be available for review by the end of the summer.
The course will consist of a 2 hour introduction aimed at RPMs that will provide an overview of the
issues. The remainder of the session will be technical. The two beta sessions will be given in Regions 3
and 9 in either September or October 2003. Comments from these will be used to modify both training
materials and the guidance document, which will then be finalized. Presentation of a finalized version
of the training will occur in Regions 4 and 7 in 2004. It was suggested that these be presented in
March.

ITRC Work Groups

DNAPL Work Group: Greg Lyssy provided an update on the DNAPL guidance. In April 2002, the
GWEF was asked to review the document. Members submitted a number of comments to the ITRC
work group in September. In December, the ITRC indicated that they had accepted the majority of the
comments. In March 2003, the ITRC contacted Greg and said and asked if the GWF would look at the
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revision. Greg forwarded the revision to Rich Muza (Region 8) and Dick Willey for review, and sent
their comments to the ITRC and the lead author, Mike Smith. The ITRC changed the name of the
guidance to Introduction to Characterizing Sites Contaminated with DNAPL, which should be
finalized soon. Dick Willey explained that this document, unlike others the ITRC has produced, is not
scheduled to go to individual states for their concurrence. He believes that the guidance would benefit
from another round of review from different eyes.

Diffusion Sampler Work Group: Dick Willey reported on the activities of the ITRC’s work group on
passive diffusion samplers. The work group’s guidance document will be ready for the next level of
review in mid-summer 2003. This review will include a technical review by the states for their
concurrence. At the same time, the guidance will also be submitted to some federal agencies for their
review. Dick suggested that the guidance be submitted to the GWF for review as well. The guidance
provides new insights and materials to the earlier USGS document (WRIR 01-4060 and 01-4061),
which provides the technical basis for the ITRC document. A GWF work group for reviewing the
guidance was formed: Kathy Davies (Chair), Curt Black (Region 10), Bill Brandon (Region 1), Vince
Malott, Bill Pedicino (Region 7), Kay Wischkaemper, and Steve White (USACE).

One Cleanup Program

Ken Lovelace explained that Marianne Horinko, Assistant Administrator to OSWER, has requested a
similar approach to site characterizations and cleanups across all offices that have such programs (e.g.,
Superfund, Brownfields, RCRA, and UST). Various groups have been assembled to accomplish this
goal. One is the Senior Cleanup Council (SCC), which includes division directors from all of the
cleanup programs, enforcement personnel, and several regional representatives, although it doesn’t
specifically include the Office of Water. The current plan is to establish a website for information
exchange and to create topic task forces that will develop ideas and recommendations to be presented
to the SCC. There are three task forces: site assessment, long-term stewardship, and ground water. The
first two are in the planning stage.

Exactly how the task force idea will work is not clear. Ken said one idea was to look at ground-water
source protection areas and compare the cleanup approaches that each of the programs have for them.
He also noted questions coming from his management to develop issue/option papers on topics such
as:

* Why does it take so long to clean up ground water?

* Why do we clean up water that is not currently used?

*  Why try to clean up the entire plume?

* How do we establish when cleanups are finished?

* What can we do to move the program forward?

Senior management has indicated to a number of groups that they have a place at the table when policy
changes are considered. These groups include stakeholder groups, industry groups, public interest
groups, state regulators, state government, National Governors Association, tribal groups, and the EPA
regional offices. The plan is to actively include these groups in the development of the policy. Ken
would like the GWF to help him in developing the issue/option papers.

Dick Willey, who has been attending the ground water task force (GWTF) meetings, offered to send
GWF members information on the GWTF website and other issues. Dick discussed how the
mechanisms to implement regional pilot projects might work and how the GWTF might influence this.
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Issue Paper Update
Dave Burden provided an update on the status of outstanding issue papers being prepared by the
Ground Water and Ecosystems Restoration Division (GWERD) in Ada:

Long-Term Monitoring of Natural Attenuation: All revisions to this issue paper have been
incorporated, and Headquarters has reviewed it. It will be published soon as a joint ORD/OSWER
technical guidance with a publication number.

Site Characterization for Monitored Natural Attenuation: Dynamac is formatting the materials
received from Gary Robbins (University of Connecticut) and Mike Barcelona (University of Michigan)
to address the issues raised in the annotated outline. They are also preparing figures and tables and
identifying any additional areas that may require additional input from Robbins and Barcelona. Dave
anticipates having a draft ready for GWF review by summer.

Measurement of Field Parameters in Ground Water Sampling: This issue paper is being reviewed by
one internal and two external reviewers. These reviews should be completed by the end of June.
GWERD will incorporate the comments, then the document should be ready for publication. The GWF
expressed a desire to look at the revised product one more time. Dave agreed to provide a copy of the
revised issue paper as well as the response to comments to the GWF. Members expressing a desire to
receive a copy were: Kathy Davies, Mark Henry (Michigan DEQ), Brian Lewis (California DTSC),
Kendra Morrison, Kevin Willis, Steve White, Dick Willey, and Bernie Zavala.

Ground Water Uncertainties: The latest draft of the issue paper (about 50 pages) was provided to Ruth
Izraeli on April 9, 2003. GWERD is waiting for the GWF’s comments. The issue paper still needs an
official title. Ruth said she was looking for a five week turn around on the GWF review with
comments due June 7". The following people are either part of the work group or agreed to be
reviewers: Bruce Duncan, René Fuentes (Region 10), Jeff Johnson (Region 7), Kay Wischkaemper (or
Bill O’Steen), Luanne Vanderpool, and Kevin Willis. Ruth asked Dave Burden to involve Steve Acree
(GWERD-Ada) in the effort.

MNA for Inorganic Contaminants in Ground Water: The deadline for the next draft of this issue paper
is May 2, 2003. The focus of the paper remains ground water, although there is some discussion of the
unsaturated zone. The next meeting of the writing team will be in Dallas (May 21). They expect to
have a review draft ready by fall of 2003. Ken Lovelace (OERR) indicated that it is still a decision
framework document, not policy. Because of the controversy of the subject, GWERD is allowing a full
year for review, so Dave doesn’t expect a final document until after fall 2004. The GWF work group
that will review the fall 2003 version consists of: Kathy Davies (chair), Bill Brandon, Jeff Johnson,
Steve Mangion, Rich Muza, Howard Orlean, Steve White, and Bernie Zavala.

Innovative Technologies Fact Sheets
Ruth has received all the GWF’s comments on the draft recirculation well fact sheet and will prepare a
draft final soon. Bernie agreed to e-mail the draft final to the GWF for a final review when ready.

Data Management

Andy Crossland (Region 2) briefed the GWF on efforts to standardize data formatting. Six Regions (1,
2, 3, 4,5, and 8) and Headquarters are participating in the effort with an objective to standardize field
and laboratory data along with location information so that it can be readily exchanged electronically
using whatever data management software the user chooses. The package has been named Multimedia
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Environmental Electronic Data (MEED). Region 2 has started using the system and has sent some data
to Region 8 for entry into STORET. STORET will provide the ultimate archive for the data.

A meeting was held in Chicago earlier this year to discuss progress and strategies. The meeting was
attended by Andy, Dave Jenkins (Region 4), Marty McComb (Region 8), Dave Wilson (Region 5), and
Tony Jover (Headquarters), who is in charge of data management for OSWER. Andy is writing a
description of the existing pilot programs for Tony to use in approaching his management for more
resources and backing. They are trying to develop a data dictionary of existing systems (e.g., FORMS
Il Lite and the Contract Laboratory Program) to get agreement on common names. Region 4 has been
loading a number of data sets, and Dave Jenkins has gotten the support of his management so he is also
interacting with other programs (water, air) and with the laboratory in Athens. Andy stressed that they
are looking to bring other Regions and programs into the standardization effort, thus they need
“champions” in these regions and programs to push for it. He asked that any GWF members interested
in being a point of contact/advocate for their region to contact him for more information.

Bernie invited Matt Gubitosa, a Region 10 data manager, to the discussion to ask his opinion on the
data management system that Andy is advocating. Matt responded that it would not be easy to
implement in Region 10. For various reasons, Region 10 does not put data into a central repository.
Some programs discourage accessibility by anyone but program staff, so Matt anticipates problems in
getting EPA-operated laboratories to change. He noted that the main roadblock is that there is no
national policy on what to do, and his management thinks when you use common data archives you are
subsidizing other programs. Andy explained that Region 10 wouldn’t necessarily have to change what
they are doing but they would have to agree on common data names and format so anyone can access
the data with their local tools.

Brian Lewis (CA DTSC) mentioned that the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory has created a
system (GeoTracker) for the California UST program and the state legislature is considering requiring
a state-wide unified program, which will likely be GeoTracker.

1,4-Dioxane
Each Region provided and update on their 1,4-dioxane activities:.

» Region 10: Bernie said he had given Kathy Davies’ presentation to his group. At a TCE site where
they are doing both above ground air stripping and in-well air stripping they have found 1,4-
Dioxane at 5-6 pg/L. He has talked with regional managers and they are interested in pursuing the
matter further. Also, the state of Washington included the subject on their hydrogeological meeting
agenda.

* Region 9: Herb Levine said Tom Mohr had spoken to RCRA and Superfund staff several years ago
and they have been looking for 1,4-dioxane since then. He also said that when they look for 1,4-
Dioxane, they invariably find it whether the site is considered a trichloroethene (TCE) or
trichloroethane (TCA) site. Region 9 has also asked the military to test for it at all their sites.

* Region 8: Rich Muza did not know of any work on it to date.

* Region 6: Region 6 is not currently looking for 1,4-dioxane at sites.

10
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Region 5: Luanne Vanderpool indicated that before Doug Yeskis left the Agency, they had
identified several sites in Region 5 with 1,4-dioxane, but she has not done anything since.

* Region 4: Bill O’Steen said that Region 4 tested three TCA sites, but had not detected 1,4-dioxane.
He did not know what method was used for the analysis or the detection limits. He anticipates a
weak response from the Region 4 project managers on the survey form.

» Region 3: Kathy Davies said that Region 3 asked a solvent release site with two pump and treat
wells and known TCA contamination to test for 1,4-dioxane. 1,4-dioxane was detected it at 92
ug/L. Also, in a borough where air stripping is used to treat the municipal water supply, the
responsible parties tested the treated water and consistently found 52 pg/L of 1,4-dioxane
throughout the two strippers and at the tap. The PRPs have offered to provide bottled water to the
residents until they can locate an alternative water supply. Another issue at this site is what to do
about the remedial technology. The air strippers treat other volatile organics but do not treat the
1,4-dioxane. Neither does carbon. The PRPs have investigated other technologies and found that
oxidation works but is expensive. They have proposed continuing the stripper operation and
discharging the water (and 1,4-dioxane) to an intermittent stream bed. The ecological risk numbers
for 1,4-dioxane are fairly high, but with the human health consumption numbers being so low, the
state is reluctant to grant the PRP a discharge permit.

* Region 2: Andy Crossland asked Region 2 staff if anyone has specifically sampled for 1,4-
dioxane, and the response was no. They have identified sites that have TCA and have targeted
them for sampling at a later date.

* Region 1: Dick Willey said that Region 1 has two sites with confirmed high-level 1,4-dioxane
contamination. The Regional laboratory now has the capability to analyze for 1,4-dioxane with low
ppb level detection limits. The risk assessors have been informed of the problem, and Dick expects
that they will sample three to four more sites in the near future.

Brian and Tom Mohr (Santa Clara Water Control Board) led the discussion on the proposed survey
form on 1,4-dioxane testing. Tom said that the Water Control Board had successfully used both SW-
846 Method 8260 in a selective ion mode and Method 8270 with liquid/liquid extraction. The former
costs about $150 per sample, and the latter can run $250-$300 per sample. He said that they were
getting better results from the 8270 method.

The GWF agreed to the following changes to the survey form:

» The form should solicit information about RCRA sites and have a space to include the EPA
identification number.

» The form should include a question about the analytical method used and the detection limit
achieved.

The GWEF agreed to the following changes to the cover letter:

* Modify the text to include RCRA sites.

* Modify the text to de-emphasize the importance of TCA so it doesn’t suggest that if no TCA is
suspected at a site, it shouldn’t be considered for 1,4-dioxane testing.

* Modify the last paragraph to discuss actual test methods and costs.

11
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Ken Lovelace mentioned that he ran a search to identify Superfund sites where TCA has been
identified. He offered to forward the list to the GWF. Kathy has developed a fact sheet on 1,4-dioxane
and will also forward it to the GWF.

Old Topics

Operation and Maintenance Monitoring Well Field SOP. Kevin Willis indicated a draft outline for
the SOP is being reviewed. He should have a new, agreed upon outline in the next few weeks. The
SOP will eventually be presented in a fact sheet format.

Soil Gas Surveys. Kevin said that he has tried to assemble a group of soil gas survey experts to
produce a paper on the best way to conduct them. He was unsuccessful in getting their cooperation,
and hence has not gotten very far on the work. The main issue he’d like to address regarding soil
gas surveys is not their general validity, but rather their usefulness in evaluating ground-water
contamination to indoor air problems since they don’t seem to be very predictive of indoor air
concentrations. The use of soil gas surveys in investigating indoor air problems varies among the
Regions and states. Region 2 will sample indoors with a Summa canister test , where in California
sampling in the house is the last resort. Brian Lewis reported that soil gas surveys are used to aid in
characterizing the ground-water plume. Once there is a good understanding of the plume, then the
State might considering sampling in houses that appeared to lie in its path. Kevin said that he will
continue to collect data on the issue; however, the fact sheet project is on hold.

Brian mentioned that the DTSC is sponsoring an indoor air symposium in the San Francisco Bay
area on September 30 and in the Los Angeles area on October 1. The symposium will include Paul
Johnson and Robbie Ettinger to discuss the indoor air issue with specific emphasis on what data
should be collected if an indoor air problem is suspected. Brian added that he will send
California’s 12-page “how to” document on soil gas monitoring to the GWF members.

Micro/Macro Ground Water Sampling Issue Paper. Kathy Davies said the work group could not
agree on the scope of the issue paper. The GWF discussed the pros and cons of various approaches
to the issue paper and decided to put the paper on hold for further discussion during the upcoming
spring short meeting. Kathy will prepare a draft outline for the paper in the interim.

NAPL Alliance. Randy Breeden (Region 8), who was the GWF contact for this project, has left for
a different assignment. Currently no contact point with the Alliance. Randy had sent out copies of
his training course for GWF review, but has received no comments. The GWF decided to wait for
the Alliance to contact them if they want their help.

Statistical Training and Guidance. The GWF discussed the value of having a statistical guidance to
refer to when negotiating how to statistically evaluate ground-water data at sites. The co-chairs
volunteered to draft a letter to Headquarters saying the GWF thinks such a guidance would be an
important tool for the Regions and should be completed. The GWF also discussed statistical
training and the mechanism for providing it.

DPT Guidance. The DPT guidance the GWF had reviewed quite some time ago is still being

revised at Headquarters. Bernie Zavala offered to contact Rob Hitzig (OERR) to request an update
on the guidance during the next GWF conference call (June 5).

12
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New Topics

Long-Term Monitoring Optimization Tools for Ground-Water Monitoring Networks. GeoTrans,
Inc. has nearly completed a project report that Kathy Yager (T10) wants the GWF to review. In
addition, USACE is developing a white paper on this topic, and she wants GWF input on what it
should contain. Bernie will distribute the e-mail that Kathy sent him and he will report back on the
subject in the June conference call.

Application of Flow and Transport Optimization Codes to Ground Water Pump and Treat Systems.
Parsons is comparing a code that they developed to one developed by DoD. Parsons examined
well-characterized sites to determine which existing wells should be included in a long-term
monitoring program and which ones could be eliminated because they were providing redundant
information or information that was not needed to evaluate the system performance. Bernie will
obtain more information on what is required of the GWF and will report back in June.

Soil Sampling of the Capillary Fringe. Mark Henry (Michigan DEQ) is writing an operational
memorandum for DEQ on sampling the capillary fringe. He noted that the capillary fringe is often
overlooked in investigations even though it can be a sink for contaminants. The rising and falling
of the water table through the capillary fringe can add or subtract contamination from a plume,
which can make data interpretation difficult. When conducting a site characterization, Mark often
uses a Geoprobe to locate the water table then moves a few feet over and takes a four-foot core just
above it. He screens the core with a total organic vapor. When the water table is less than 25 feet
below ground surface, he uses a peristaltic pump in the rods to determine the water table depth.
When the pump tube contacts ground water, he takes a sample and analyzes the head space
concentrations of volatile contaminants. If the result is positive, Mark collects cores for further
analysis.

New Sampling Tools. Mark Henry demonstrated some new tools he has developed. One is a
portable peristaltic pump that is constructed from a hand-held drill and a peristaltic pump head.
The drill has adjustable speeds and an on-off switch. The drill pump head tubing can be attached to
the stainless steel (316) pore water sampling rods that he developed to gather whatever volume of
water or soil gas from soil or sediment. is needed for analysis. Samplers are available with % and
Ys-inch inside diameters. The longest sampler is 6 feet. For deep sediment sampling or sampling in
deep water, he uses the same stainless steel sampler design but modified to so it can be connected
to plastic electrical conduit tubing. The tubing comes in 10-foot lengths that can be joined together
with clamps. The protective rod that fits inside the sampler to prevent water and sediments from
entering is attached to a wire line and can be pulled out to allow water to enter when the desired
sample depth is reached.

Mark explained that a good rule of thumb of determining where to look for contamination entering
a surface water body is to measure the distance between the top of the water table and the top of
the contaminant plume and then sample that distance out in the surface water. The ground-water
flow lines tend to maintain a more parallel heading before intersecting the surface water. There is
an issue of preferential flow into the surface water where the intersect is not a flow “front” but
rather discrete zones. In an infrared fly over survey of a shallow surface water during summer, it
was possible to show where zones of cooler ground water were upwelling into the warmer surface
water.
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To avoid the problem of drifting when sampling from a canoe, Mark drives two poly tubing probes
into the sediments to the port and starboard to stabilize the boat. This cannot be done, however, in
high currents. Sufficient tubing can be supplied when using the peristaltic pump to allow the boat
to move without stressing the tubing.

» TI Waivers Study. Malcolm Pirnie is studying TI waivers for the Army Environmental Center and
conducting a survey of regional offices. The thrust of the survey is to determine individual regional
TI procedures. The group debated the pros and cons of participating in the 45-minute telephone
survey and suggested that Regions should not participate individually because consistency in
responses requires Headquarters coordination and the involvement of Regional management.

» Cost Estimating Paper. Kevin Willis raised the need for a paper on estimating the costs of
characterization activities. He explained that RPMs do not know how much field activities should
cost and hence are cannot adequately evaluate contractors’ proposals. Kevin offered to check to
see if there are any manuals or papers currently available. If not Curt Black (Region 10) and Bill
O’Steen volunteered to help in developing one.

» Acetone in Monitoring Wells. Jennifer Sutter (Oregon DEQ) asked the GWF whether anyone had
problems with acetone contamination in monitoring wells that may be associated with bentonite
pellets. Kathy Davis responded that there had been a bad batch of contaminated pellets produced,
but it was not a systematic problem. Kathy and Dick Willey offered to find information on the
topic and e-mail it to Jennifer.

14
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FEDERAL FACILITIES FORUM

Introduction and Welcome

Federal Facilities Forum co-chairs Chris Villarreal (Region 6) and Stacie Driscoll (Region 3)
welcomed members and guests to the meeting and provided an overview of the Forum’s business
session agenda. Discussions began with a summary of the Forum’s participation agreement, which
members are requested to complete and forward to EMS, Inc.

Regional Roundup

Additions to the “regional roundup” compiled during the Forum’s March 2003 teleconference were
collected. The expanded list of Regional issues and major activities at federal facilities was confirmed
to include:

Region 1:

* South Weymouth privatization

* Fort Devens contract mechanisms

» perchlorate contamination (potentially at the Massachusetts Military Reservation)

* 1,4-dioxane contamination (at South Weymouth Naval Air Station)

* institutional controls (I1Cs)

« discrepancies between DOD cleanup performance metrics and progress tracked by EPA

Region 2:
[not reported]

Region 3:

* perchlorate contamination (at Aberdeen Proving Ground)
* ICs and post-ROD authority

* the Regional FUDS inventory

Region 4:

* perchlorate contamination

* land use controls and post-ROD authority

* involvement with the National Association of Regional Project Managers (NARPM)

Region 5:

* unexploded ordnance (UXO)

* ICs and post/ROD authority

« transfer of closure materials (depleted uranium) from DOE’s Oak Ridge National Laboratory
» fixed-price contracting for cleanups

Region 6:

» perchlorate contamination and pilot studies

* a potential waiver for technical infeasibility regarding ground water at Tinker Air Force Base
« insufficient site characterization and ground-water monitoring programs

* ashestos contamination in soil at DOD facilities and its impact on property transfers

« the Army’s performance and cleanup progress at BRAC sites

* Ft. Chaffe, AK, cleanup problems, most notably those concerning an abandoned incinerator
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Region 7:
[not reported]

Region 8:

» perchlorate contamination (including Regional inventories and sampling efforts)
* ICs at Tooele Army Depot

» UXO-related ROD development

Region 9:
*ICs

Region 10:

* perchlorate contamination

» Army performance in BRAC site cleanups
* ICs and post-ROD authority

State of Missouri:

* perchlorate contamination

» fixed-price contracting for cleanup
* FUDS maps

* long-term stewardship/ICs

State of Virginia:

* Navy federal facility agreements (FFAS)
* Air Force disputes

* signed FUDS maps

Difficulties at BRAC sites, a continuing problem among the Regions, was discussed in more detail.
Members noted the possibility of Regional withdrawal from problematic BRAC cleanup projects, but
confirmed the need for state concurrence at all non-NPL BRAC sites. Regional interpretation of EPA’s
role in meeting CERCLA requirements regarding findings of suitability to transfer (FOSTs) was found
to vary. It also was noted that John Paul Woodley, Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Environment, recently instructed the Army and Navy not to sign RODs until further notice regarding
post-ROD requirements. Members were alerted to recent changes in the format of BRAC reports.
Additionally, a multi-agency memorandum of understanding concerning long-term stewardship was
completed March 3, 2003.

Federal Facilities Leadership Council Meeting Debrief

The Forum co-chairs highlighted issues addressed during a recent meeting of the Federal Facilities
Leadership Council (FFLC), many of which are similar to those faced by the Forum. Issues included:
post-ROD authority, response to requests submitted under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA),
involvement of EPA’s Federal Facilities Enforcement Office (FFEO), perchlorate contamination, long-
term stewardship, development of an IC database, and interpretation of DOD’s current policy
regarding perchlorate investigations. The Forum co-chairs had provided to the FFLC an overview of
the Forum’s activities and its plans to hold future meetings in conjunction with the FFLC meetings.
The FFLC plans to meet next in Baltimore, MD, during June 2003.
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Forum Work Products

The Forum reviewed its listing of “Current Issues, Contacts, and Activities of the Federal Facilities
Forum” and identified needed changes. An updated list (Table 1) was developed. Table 2 summarizes
forum issues and members to contact for more information.

Future of the Federal Facilities Forum

Rich Steimle (T1O) explained that impending budget cuts to the Agency’s Superfund program require
that a 25-30% cost savings be reached in TSP Forum operations. Considerable savings will be
achieved by condensing one of the Forums’ semi-annual meetings from four days/five nights to two
days/three nights each year. TIO recognized that the extensive meeting planning needed to hold four-
day meetings twice each year distracts from the Forums’ productivity. TIO and FFRRO also
recognized that linkage of selected Federal Facilities Forum meetings with the FFLC or NARPM
would provide significant benefits. It was noted that ongoing reorganization of OSWER and the
integration of Superfund and RCRA activities under the one cleanup program will affect the structure
of meetings on an Agency-wide basis.

Negotiations will continue among TIO, FFRRO, and the Forums to establish a revised plan for future
meetings. A cooperative agreement between EPA and the National Ground Water Association will
provide a mechanism for renewed involvement of state representatives in the Forums.

Headquarters/Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office (FFRRO) Update

Renee Wynn (FFRRO) welcomed members to the meeting, expressed appreciation for the Forum’s
continuing cooperation with FFRRO, and emphasized FFRRO’s need for input from the group. Recent
FFRRO accomplishments include development of contents for the Agency’s RODs policy, lead-based
paint policy, and UXO policy, training, and handbook. Current organization changes within OSWER
are anticipated to affect FFRRO, as well as the Forum. Wynn provided detailed FFRRO updates
concerning the Forum’s major issues.

Post-ROD Authority: On March 5, 2003, EPA reached agreement with the Navy and Army concerning
post-ROD authorities. DOD management, the Pentagon, and the Air Force, however, have not yet
agreed to the principles outlined by EPA. It is anticipated that a better understanding of this issue’s
status will be gained during current negotiations of a ROD for the Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek
site in Virginia. Final decisions regarding post-ROD authorities, and in particular those made on the
Little Creek site, are expected to affect approximately 50 DOD RODs (including 12 in Region 3,
alone). Potential changes in DOD management also may impact post-ROD authority decisions. Until
concurrence is reached, FFRRO recommends that Regions continue cleanup activities unless halted by
this issue.

BRAC “05: The BRAC Commission may begin developing an additional base closure list in 2005. It is
anticipated that the closure process will entail Pentagon selection of the facilities to be closed, DOD
regional review of the closure list, and Congressional approval of the final BRAC closure list. Fiscal
year 2006 budgets would reflect these closures.
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TABLE 1. Current Issues, Contacts, and Activities of the Federal Facilities Forum (May 2003)

Issue Contacts (Lead in italics) Accomplishments Current Activities
1. FUDS Region 7, Scott Marquess v Provided significant input to FFRRO on draft FUDS policy, | & Assist in implementing EPA FUDS Policy;
Region 6, Mike Overbay with two Forum members serving as principal authors # Provide input into FUDS inventory data parameters;
v Reviewed Kansas and Ohio FUDS MAPs produced under | 4 Review FUDS MAPs and participate in other FUDS
EPA/Corps/state pilot pilot projects;
@ Advise forum of developments on DOD/ASTSWMO
FUDS
2. UXO Region 3, Steve Hirsh v’ Reviewed and commented on FFRRO'’s UXO draft policy & Developing UXO Training Course (will be given in
(acting) and handbook Austin, Texas and Santa Fe, New Mexico)
Region 5, David Seely 4 Continue assisting TIO in developing Internet training
Region 6, Mike Overbay on analytical methods
Region 8, Jim Kiefer
Region 10, Ken Mallary
Region 10, Harry Craig
[recalled to Coast Guard]
3. ICs/LTS Region 3, Stacie Driscoll v’ Reviewed and commented on OSWER'’s ICs fact sheet 4 Comment on EPA draft final policy for ICs at active
Region 1, Christine Williams | ¢ Reviewed and commented on EPA’s interim IC policy for bases
Region 9, Glenn Kistner active bases
v Assisted FFRRO in developing IC model language for
decision documents
4. BRAC Region 6, Mike Overbay v Participated in BRAC In Progress Reviews @ Track Congressional and follow-on status of the

Region 8, Judith McCulley

Efficient Facilities Initiative
@ Track BRAC program changes and update the Forum
as needed

5. Perchlorate

Region 6, Chris Villarreal
Region 10, Harry Craig

v'Developed Perchlorate Training Module for the Federal
Facilities Remediation Training. Presented training module
in Dallas, TX (January 2003) and in Washington, DC (April
2003).

4 Working on the development of a soil and sediment
collection method for perchlorate.

6. Sediment

Region 8, Judith McCulley
Region 3, Steve Hirsh
Region 4, Robert Pope

v Reviewed and provided comments on EPA’s sediment
remediation “principles”

& Review EPA sediment remediation guidance policy
when issued
€ Review Navy sediment policy when issued
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7. Tribal Issues

[No one currently assigned]

v’ Submitted a request to Headquarters for RCRA sites to be
added to the developing overlay of tribal properties

& Track Headquarters roundtable discussions with tribes,
states, and other agencies

4 Coordinate Forum/FFRRO communications with Carol
Bass (FFRRO)

8. DOE/Radio-
active Waste

Region 4, Jim Barksdale
Region 9, Glenn Kistner

v’ Organized radiation training at the Fall 2002 TSP meeting

& Track DOE program changes and update the Forum
as needed

9. Vadose Zone

Region 8, Jim Kiefer
Region 9, Glenn Kistner

@ Track status of EPA and DOE activities and update the
Forum as needed

10. Grain Bins Region 7, Scott Marquess @ Track status of site inventories and update the Forum
as needed
@ Participate in or track results of Spring 2002 workshop
in Kansas City
11. PCBs in FFRRO, Tracey Seymour & Track EPA determinations and update the Forum on
Paint enforcement discretion
@ Track status and update Forum
12. GPRA FFRRO, Tracey Seymour @ Develop proposal on new measures of success for site
Region 3, Stacie Driscoll cleanup (GPRA)
4 Coordinate joint measures with FFRRO
13. NARPM Region 4, Robert Pope v Organized FF Panel for Spring 2003 NARPM Meeting 4 Continue providing Forum updates to NARPM

Coordination

FFRRO, Tracey Seymour

v Established process for Forum/NARPM sharing of
information and resources

4 Coordinate Forum/FFRRO participation with NARPM

14. FFLC
Coordination

Forum Co-Chairs **
Region 7, Scott Marquess

v Provided FFLC with information on Forum activities,
issues, and points of contact.

& Coordinate activities

19




Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

15. ITRC
Work Team
Coordination:

Uxo

Perchlorate in
Ground Water

DOE Gate 6
Technology

Long-Term
Stewardship

Small Arms

Firing Range

Contaminated
Sediments

Region 10, Harry Craig
Region 3, Steve Hirsh
(acting)

Region 6, Chris Villarreal
Region 8, Judith McCulley
Region 5, Eugene

Jablonowski

[No one assigned]

Region 3, Steve Hirsh
Region 8, Judith McCulley

v Provided significant assistance in development of UXO
training
v Served in ITRC chairperson capacity

v Established contacts, shared general information with

work team, and obtained information on ITRC’s technology
transfer efforts

v Contacted work team and obtained information on ITRC
development of two guidance documents

v Contacted work team leader

# Continue assisting work team in development of UXO
training

4 Continue communication with work team

4 Contact work team and identify team needs

4 Contact work team and identify team needs

€ Continue communication with work team

€ Continue communication with work team

* Responsible for tracking related technical and policy issues, serving as points of contact for new information, bringing issues to the Forum for discussion when needed,

and coordinating special projects such as data calls.

** Forum Co-Chairs: Stacie Driscoll (Region 3), Jim Kiefer (Region 8), Chris Villarreal (Region 6)
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TABLE 2. Federal Facilities Forum: Issues and Lead Contacts (May 2003)

Issue Lead Contact(s) Contact Information

1. FUDS Scott Marquess, Region 7 marquess.scott@epa.gov, 913-551-7131

2. UXO Harry Craig, Region 10 craig.harry@epa.gov, 503-326-3689
Steve Hirsh, Region 3 hirsh.steven@epa.gov, 215-814-3352
(acting)

3. ICs/LTS Stacie Driscoll, Region 3 driscoll.stacie@epa.gov, 215-814-3368

4. BRAC Mike Overbay, Region 6 overbay.michael@epa.gov, 214-665-6482

5. Perchlorate

Chris Villarreal, Region 6

villarreal.chris@epa.gov, 214-665-6758

6. Sediment

Judith McCulley, Region 8

7. Tribal Issues

mcculley.judith@epa.gov, 303-312-6667

8. DOE/Radioactive Waste

Jim Barksdale, Region 4

barksdale.james@epa.gov, 404-562-8537

9. Vadose Zone

Jim Kiefer, Region 8

kiefer.jim@epa.gov, 303-312-6907

10. Grain Bins

Scott Marquess, Region 7

marquess.scott@epa.gov, 913-551-7131

11. PCBs in Paint

Tracey Seymour, FFRRO

seymour.tracey@epa.gov, 703-603-8712

12. GPRA

Tracey Seymour, FFRRO

seymour.tracey@epa.gov, 703-603-8712

13. NARPM Coordination

Robert Pope, Region 4

pope.robert@epa.gov, 404-562-8506

14. FFLC Coordination

Forum Co-Chairs:

Stacie Driscoll, Region 3
Jim Kiefer, Region 8
Chris Villarreal, Region 6

driscoll.stacie@epa.gov, 215-814-3368
kiefer.jim@epa.gov, 303-312-6907
villarreal.chris@epa.gov, 214-665-6758

15. ITRC/Work Team
Coordination:
UXxo

Perchlorate in Ground
Water

DOE Gate 6
Long-Term Stewardship
Small Arms Firing Ranges

Contaminated Sediments

Harry Craig, Region 10
Steve Hirsh, Region 3
(acting)

Chris Villarreal, Region 6

Judith McCulley, Region 8

Gene Jablonowski, Region 5

[No one assigned]

Steve Hirsh, Region 3
Judith McCulley, Region 8

craig.harry@epa.gov, 503-326-3689
hirsh.steven@epa.gov, 215-814-3352

villarreal.chris@epa.gov, 214-665-6758

mcculley.judith@epa.gov, 303-312-6667

jablonowski.eugene@epa.gov, 312-886-4591

hirsh.steven@epa.gov, 215-814-3352
mcculley.judith@epa.gov, 303-312-6667

21

April 22-25, 2003




Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA April 22-25, 2003

Encroachments: EPA Headquarters formally supports DOD’s “Readiness and Range Preservation
Initiative,” which calls for systematic integration of environmental management into all missions,
activities, and functions. Headquarters recently expressed concern, however, that DOD has not cited
examples of specific ranges where environmental restoration has negatively impacted DOD training.
Due to the initiative’s potential for adversely affecting the environment, EPA regional support of the
initiative varies considerably. Although Congress currently is reviewing pending legislation on the
issue, state support for the initiative is mixed. The initiative affects all federally-based environmental
regulations applicable to active military ranges.

Transformation of Installation Management: In an effort to free installation commanders and major
commands from formal responsibilities for base operations, the Army recently established the
Installation Management Agency (IMA). Four IMA regions carry out these responsibilities, including
environmental compliance. While the IMA now manages sites outside the Installation Restoration
Program (IRP), the Army Environmental Center (AEC) manages IRP sites. As such, the AEC manages
all Superfund issues and selected RCRA issues. Army funding authorization also has been streamlined;
base managers now carry authority for expending up to $10 million (rather than $5 million) in cleanup
costs without upper-management approval.

FFRRO recognized that the reorganization has improved the Army’s information network and has
allowed increased involvement of the AEC. Wynn is working with the Army to help ensure continuing
base cleanup progress during transition to the new management structure, and asks that any regional
problems with the approach be brought to her attention.

FUDS Inventory: In March 2002, EPA issued its policy regarding the privatization of FUDS. The
policy requires development of a FUDS inventory, for which an Agency workgroup is establishing
minimum data requirements. The inventory will include three information tiers: (1) basic site
identifiers, (2) indication of EPA involvement, and (3) additional information collected by EPA
regions. A policy amendment will be issued in Summer 2003 to: describe the FUDS inventory,
information tiers, and data requirements; define terms such as “EPA involvement;” and establish a
schedule for public release of the inventory. CERCLIS revisions to reflect the FUDS inventory will
coincide with release of the policy amendment. It was noted that the CERCLIS-based FUDS inventory
will not be subject FOIA requests. FFRRO plans to update the Corps of Engineers soon on
development of the inventory, and to discuss with the Corps any potential problems that may be posed
by public disclosure of the inventory’s information on UXO.

Impediments to Cleanup Progress: Tracey Seymour (FFRRO) provided an overview of FFRRO’s
ongoing evaluation of potential impediments to progress in federal facility cleanups and to meeting
requirements for property transfer. The evaluation was initiated in response to continued DOD and
DOE concerns that the process needs streamlining. FFRRO plans to obtain Regional input for
developing a streamlining case study that will help to define cleanup phases where progress is
impeded, potential documentation overloads, and elements of EPA oversight and decision-making.
Regional Forum members expressed belief that funding and contracting delays contribute to extended
schedules for many projects. Through the Forum, FFRRO will request each Region to specify (with
examples) 3-5 elements of the federal facility cleanup process that work well and 3-5 elements that
work poorly. FFRRO also will solicit additional input from DOD regarding its perception of the
cleanup impediments.
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Federal Facility Property Privatization: An FFLC interagency workgroup currently is addressing the
issue of property privatization. As defined by the workgroup, “privatization” relates to properties
where: (1) a non-federal agency has taken title, (2) title transfer has occurred through the “early
transfer” process, and (3) the property transferee will conduct environmental cleanup. Privatization is
not equivalent to “out sourcing,” which involves performance-based contracts for tasks such as waste
disposal or commissary operations. DOD is increasingly taking advantage of the privatization
approach, which allows purchasers to obtain property at reduced costs and relinquishes DOD from
cleanup responsibility.

The process of privatization introduces questions concerning the status of existing FFAs, as well as
EPA’s relationship to the transferee. FFRRO believes that legal aspects of an FFA may be preserved
by: (1) pursuing DOD action when cleanup is not adequately addressed by a transferee, or (2) issuing a
legal order to the transferee. Other privatization questions concern the status of existing RCRA permits
and the involvement of land reuse authority. FFRRO recognizes that a Headquarters position should be
established to help regions address privatization issues.

Performance-Based Contracting: DOD is increasingly using performance-based, fixed-price contracts
for site cleanup. Forum members expressed concern that, although such contracts are effective for
clearly-defined tasks (such as landfill cap installation), they are ineffective when used for subjective
tasks (such as environmental coordination, risk assessment, site characterization, or long-term
monitoring) and do not consistently involve adequate involvement in cleanup decision-making.

The Forum also expressed concern that performance-based contracting often increases EPA’s burden
for oversight of sites where contractor costs are minimized in order to remain within the contract
budget. Suggestions for ensuring the adequacy of these contract arrangements included the addition of
contingency fees, incorporation of flexibility for technology/process optimization in the field, and EPA
involvement in developing contract scopes of work. FFRRO will discuss this issue with DOD and will
offer the Forum’s suggestions.

OB/OD Guidance

Dave Reisman (NRMRL-Cincinnati) requested the Forum’s input on a recent request from Region 3
for guidance on open burning/open detonation (OB/OD) of hazardous material. OB/OD issues are not
addressed in FFRRO’s UXO policy or handbook but are subject to RCRA regulations on corrective
actions. EPA generally discourages OB/OD but recognizes that states often allow the approach to be
used at federal facilities for UXO disposal. Forum members suggested that the guidance could provide
an opportunity for states and the regulated community to learn about UXO disposal options, and to
specify EPA’s preference for the use of a detonation chamber rather than OB/OD. FFRRO will pursue
discussion of this issue with EPA’s RCRA office.

Sediment

Steve Hirsh (Region 3) provided an update on various activities involving sediment-contaminated sites.
EPA released for public comment a draft sediment policy in March 2003, and will issue a final
sediment guidance in Fall 2003. EPA also is developing sediment fact sheets and a training session. In
addition, sediment issues continue to be addressed by NARPM.
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Asbestos

Mike Overbay (Region 6) described problems encountered at BRAC facilities in Colorado where
asbestos was found in soil following demolition of asbestos-containing buildings. As a result, the State
of Colorado expressed intent to suspend BRAC property transfers until the asbestos was removed to
below detection levels. EPA’s authority for enforcing asbestos cleanup standards under TSCA or other
regulatory programs remains unclear. Similar problems in Region 3 were encountered but found to
pose no significant risk, and property transfer was completed within 2-3 years.

Institutional Controls

Members provided updates on the cleanup status at sites with RODs containing I1C provisions. IC
issues common to most regions included: determination of where ICs should be required, resolution of
unexpected findings where ICs are in place, unclear responsibility for IC maintenance, and IC
management under performance-based contracts. EPA’s new IC policy does not include information
specific to federal facilities. The Forum discussed potential methods for formalizing a consistent IC
policy applicable to federal facilities, including development of a companion policy document or a
technical issue paper.

Perchlorate

Chris Villarreal provided a summary of recent activities concerning perchlorate-contaminated sites. A
perchlorate training module was developed earlier in 2002 for the “federal facilities remediation
seminar” and was presented in Dallas in January and at EPA Headquarters in April. Texas Tech
University has published findings from its first phase of studying the occurrence of perchlorate in the
High Plains region of Texas, and will release the results of the study’s second phase in August 2003. It
was noted that recent DOD Headquarters’ statements, which indicated site characterization at potential
perchlorate-contaminated sites should occur smoothly, conflict with Air Force indications that no DOD
funding or guidance has been provided for this purpose.

Until a maximum contaminant level (MCL) for perchlorate is established (in an estimated 2-3 years)
EPA recommends a cleanup goal of 4-18 parts per billion in drinking water. A draft FFF request for
technical assistance from EPA’s National Exposure Research Laboratory was distributed to the Forum
for review and comment.

Open Discussion

The Forum discussed other pending or new issues. Significant issues included the Agency’s
development of a multi-tier decision tree for use in establishing cross-program cleanup levels. In
addition to the recent questions posed by perchlorate contamination, other chemical-specific issues are
anticipated, such as an increased number of federal facilities sites with potential contamination from
1,4-dioxane. Similarly, a potential reduction in the MCL for TCE is likely to significantly impact
cleanup programs at federal facilities. The Air Force, alone, estimates that a lower MCL for TCE
would require the Air Force to expend approximately $5 billion in re-evaluating ROD decisions and
conducting additional site investigations.

Discussions were closed with a reminder for regional participation in the Forum’s monthly
teleconferences and for regional submission of new issues and updates.

24



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

PARTICIPANTS LIST

SPRING 2003 TSP MEETING

David Abshire

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6SF-AP

1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202
Phone: (214) 665-7188
abshire.charles@epa.gov

Rick Albright

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Director, Office of Waste &
Chemical Management
1200 Sixth St.

Seattle, WA 98101
albright.rick@epa.gov

Robert Alvey

U.S. EPA, Region 2

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866
Phone: (212) 637-3258
Fax: (212) 637-4360
alvey.robert@epa.gov

Mike Annable

University of Florida
Department of Environmental
Engineering and Science

217 Black Hall

Gainesville, FL 32611
Phone: (352) 392-3294

Fax: (352) 392-3076
annable@ufl.edu

Keith Arnold

EMS, Inc.

8601 Georgia Ave., Suite 500
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: (301) 589-5318

Fax: (301) 589-8487
keith.arnold@emsus.com

Dan Balbiani

PES Environmental

9 Lake Bellevue Bldg., Suite 108
Bellevue, WA 98005

Phone: (425) 637-1905
Fax: (425) 637-1907
dbalbiani@pesenv.com

Harold Ball

U.S. EPA, Region 9
Mailcode: SFD-8B

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 972-3047
Fax: (415) 947-3518
ball.harold@epa.gov

Craig Bernstein

U.S. EPA, Region 7
Mailcode: SUPR-FFSE
901 N. 5th St.

Kansas City, KS 66101
Phone: (913) 551-7688
bernstein.craig@epa.gov

Curt Black

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-1262
Fax: (206) 553-0119
black.curt@epa.gov

Bill Brandon

U.S. EPA, Region 1
Mailcode: HBT/OSRR

1 Congress St., Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023
Phone: (617) 918-1391
Fax: (617) 918-1294
brandon.bill@epa.gov

Glenn Bruck

U.S. EPA, Region 9
Mailcode: SFD-08

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 972-3060
bruck.glenn@epa.gov

25

Dave Burden

U.S. EPA, Ground Water and
Ecosystems Restoration Division
P.O. Box 1198

Ada, OK 74820

Phone: (580) 436-8606

Fax: (580) 436-8614
burden.david@epa.gov

Anne Callison
Lowry AFB Restoration Advisory
Board

Judy Canova

South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental
Control

2600 Bull St.

Columbia, SC 29201

Phone: (803) 896-4046

Fax: (803) 896-4292
canovajl@dhec.sc.gov

Matt Charsky

U.S. EPA, OERR

Mailcode: 5202G

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: (703) 603-8777

Fax: (703) 603-9133
charsky.matthew@epa.gov

Thomas Colligan

Floyd Snider McCarthy, Inc.

83 South King St., Suite 614
Seattle, WA 98104

Phone: (206) 292-2078 ext: 1009
Fax: (206) 682-7867
thomasc@fsmseattle.com

Eliot Cooper

ISOTEC

5600 South Quebec St., 320D
Denver, CO 80111

Phone: (303) 843-9079
ecooper@insituoxidation.com



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Andy Crossland

U.S. EPA, Region 2

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866
Phone: (212) 637-4436
Fax: (212) 637-4360
crossland.andy@epa.gov

Jay Dablow

ERM, Inc.

3 Hulton Centre, Suite 600
South Coast Metro, CA 92707
Phone: (714) 430-1476

Fax: (714) 436-2940
jay.dablow@erm.com

Kathy Davies

U.S. EPA, Region 3
Mailcode: 3HS41

1650 Arch St.
Philadelphia, PA 19103
Phone: (215) 814-3315
Fax: (215) 814-3015
davies.kathy@epa.gov

Eva Davis

U.S. EPA, Ground Water and
Ecosystems Restoration Division
P.O. Box 1198

Ada, OK 74821-1198

Phone: (580) 436-8548

Fax: (580) 436-8703
davis.eva@epa.gov

Diane Dopkin

EMS, Inc.

8601 Georgia Ave., Suite 500
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: (301) 589-5318

Fax: (301) 589-8487
diane.dopkin@emsus.com

Branden Doster

Missouri Department of Natural
Resources

1738 E. EIm St.

Jefferson City, MO 65101
Phone: (573) 751-3907

Stacie Driscoll

U.S. EPA, Region 3
Mailcode: 3HS13

1650 Arch St.

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029
Phone: (215) 814-3368

Fax: (215) 814-3051
driscoll.stacie@epa.gov

Bruce Duncan

U.S. EPA, Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-8086
duncan.bruce@epa..gov

Jim Dunn

U.S. EPA, Region 8/HSTL
Mailcode: 8EPR-PS

999 18th St.

Denver, CO 80202

Phone: (303) 312-6573
Fax: (303) 312-6897
dunn.james@epa.gov

Thomas Early
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge, TN

Carl Enfield

U.S. EPA, National Risk
Management Research
Laboratory

26 W. Martin Luther King Dr.
Cincinnati, OH 45268

Phone: (513) 569-7489
enfield.carl@epa.gov

David Fleming

Thermal Remediation Services
7421A Warren Ave., SE
Snoqualmie, WA 98065
Phone: (425) 396-4266

Fax: (425) 396-4266
dfleming@thermalrs.com

David Frank

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095

26

1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-4019
Fax: (206) 553-0119
frank.david@epa.gov

René Fuentes

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-1599
Fax: (206) 553-0119
fuentes.rene@epa.gov

Gayle Garman

NOAA

Coastal Protection & Restoration
7600 San point Way, NE
Seattle, WA 98115

Phone: (206) 526-4542

Fax: (206) 526-6865
gayle.garman@noaa.gov

Mike Gearheard

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Director, Office of
Environmental Cleanup
1200 Sixth St.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-7151
gearheard.mike@epa.gov

Michael Gill

U.S. EPA, Region 9
Mailcode: SFD-8B

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 972-3054
Fax: (415) 947-3520
gill.michael@epa.gov

Mark Granger

U.S. EPA, Region 2

290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866
Phone: (212) 637-3351
Fax: (212) 637-4284
granger.mark@epa.gov



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Gina Grepo-Grove

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095

1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-1632
Fax: (206) 553-8210
grepo-grove.gina@epa.gov

John Guswa

GeoTrans, Inc.

6 Lancaster County Rd.
Harvard, MA 01451
Phone: (978) 772-7557
Fax: (978) 722--6183
jguswa@geotransinc.com

Laurie Haines

U.S. Army Environmental Center
Bldg. E4480

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD
21010-5401

Phone: (410) 436-1512

Fax: (410) 436-1548
laurie.hanies@aec.apgea.army.mil

George Hall

ITRC Program Advisor

4217 W. 91st

Tulsa, OK 74132-3739

Phone: (918) 446-7288

Fax: (918) 446-9232
TechnologyConsultant@prodigy.net

Nancy Harvey

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: ECL-111
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-6635
harvey.nancy@epa.gov

Janis Hastings

U.S. EPA, Region 10
1200 Sixth St.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-1582
hastings.janis@epa.gov

Eric Hausamann

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
625 Broadway

Albany, NY 12233-7020
Phone: (518) 457-0327

Fax: (518) 402-9759
eghausam@gw.dec.state.ny.us

Nathan Haws

Purdue University

1300 Palmer Dr., #114
West Lafayette, IN 47906
Phone: (765) 464-2384
haws@purdue.edu

Sharon Hayes

U.S. EPA, Region 1
Mailcode: HBO

1 Congress St., Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023
Phone: (617) 918-1328
Fax: (617) 918-1291
hayes.sharon@epa.gov

Glenn Hayman

EA Engineering, Science, and
Technology

12011 Bellevue-Redmond Rd.,
Suite 200

Bellevue, WA 98005

Phone: (425) 451-7400 ext: 135

Fax: (425) 451-7800
gah@eaest.com

William Heath

CES

350 Hills St.

Richland, WA 99352
Phone: (509) 727-4276
Fax: (509) 371-0634
bill@cesiweb.com

Mark Henry

Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality
Mailcode: Remediation and
Redevelopment Division
P.O. Box 30426

27

Lansing, M1 48909-7926
Phone: (517) 335-3390
Fax: (517) 335-4887
Henryma@state.mi.us

Gorm Heron
SteamTech

4750 Burr St.
Bakersfield, CA 93308
Phone: (661) 322-6478
Fax: (661) 322-6552
heron@steamtech.com

Steve Hirsh

U.S. EPA, Region 3
Mailcode: 3HS13

1650 Arch St.

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029
Phone: (215) 814-3352

Fax: (215) 814-3051
hirsh.steven@epa.gov

Camille Hueni

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6SF-AP

1445 Ross Ave., 12th Floor
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
Phone: (214) 665-2231
Fax: (214) 665-6660
hueni.camille@epa.gov

Scott Huling

U.S. EPA, National Risk
Management Research
Laboratory

P.O. Box 1198

Ada, OK 74820

Phone: (580) 436-8610
Fax: (580) 436-8614

Ruth Izraeli

U.S. EPA, Region 2

290 Broadway, 24th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866
Phone: (212) 637-3784
Fax: (212) 637-3889
izraeli.ruth@epa.gov



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Gene Jablonowski

U.S. EPA, Region 5
Mailcode: SR-6J

77 W. Jackson St.

Chicago, IL 60604

Phone: (312) 886-4591

Fax: (312) 353-8426
jablonowski.eugene@epa.gov

Gene Keepper

U. S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6EN-HX

1445 Ross Ave., Suite 900
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
Phone: (214) 665-2280
Fax: (214) 665-7264
keepper.gene@epa.gov

Jim Kiefer

U.S. EPA, Region 8
Mailcode: 8EPR-F

999 18th St., Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202-2466
Phone: (303) 312-6907
Fax: (303) 312-6067
kiefer.jim@epa.gov

Bob Kievit

U.S. EPA, Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

Steve Kinser

U.S. EPA, Region 7
901 N. 5th St.

Kansas City, KS 66101
Phone: (913) 551-7728
Fax: (913) 551-9728
Kinser.steven@epa.gov

Marcia Knadle

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095
1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-1641
Fax: (206) 553-0119
knadle.marcia@epa.gov

Bernie Kueper

Queen's University

Department of Civil Engineering
Kingston, Ontario, Canada K7L
3N6

Phone: (613) 533-6834

Fax: (613) 533-2128
kueper@civil.queensu.ca

John Leder

Floyd Snider McCarthy, Inc.
83 South King St., Suite 614
Seattle, WA 98104

Phone: (206) 292-2078

Fax: (206) 682-7867
johnel@fsmseattle.com

Kathy LeProwse

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mailcode: PM-EM

P.O. Box 3755

Seattle, WA 98124

Phone: (206) 764-3505
mary.k.leprowse@usace.army.mil

Herb Levine

U.S. EPA/Region 9
Mailcode: SFD-8B

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 972-3062
Fax: (415) 744-1916
levine.herb@epa.gov

Brian Lewis

California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

Mailcode: R1-2

8800 Cal Center Dr.
Sacramento, CA 95812-0806
Phone: (916) 255-6532

Fax: (916) 255-3596
blewis@dtsc.ca.gov

28

Lila Koroma-Llamas

U.S. EPA, Region 4

61 Forsyth St., SW

Atlanta, GA 30303

Phone: (404) 562-9969
koroma-llamas.lila@epa.gov

Ken Lovelace

U.S. EPA, OERR

Mailcode: 5202G

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: (703) 603-8787

Fax: (703) 603-9133
lovelace.kenneth@epa.gov

Kira Lynch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Seattle District

Mailcode: EC-TB-ET

4735 East Marginal Way, S
Seattle, WA 98134

Phone: (206) 764-6918

Fax: (206) 764-3706
kira.p.lynch@nws02.usace.army.mil

Greg Lyssy

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6PD-NB

1445 Ross Ave., Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202

Phone: (214) 665-8317
Fax: (214) 665-6660

lyssy.gregory@epa.gov

Kelly Madalinski

U.S. EPA/TIO

Mailcode: 5102G

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: (703) 603-9901

Fax: (703) 603-9135
madalinski.kelly@epa.gov



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Vince Malott

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6SF-AP
1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202
Phone: (214) 665-8313
Fax: (214) 665-6660
malott.vincent@epa.gov

Karen Mason-Smith

U.S. EPA, Region 5
Mailcode: SR-6J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604

Phone: (312) 886-6150
mason-smith.karen@epa.gov

Ed Mead

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mailcode: CENWO-HX-G
12565 West Center Rd.
Omaha, NE 68144

Phone: (402) 697-2576

Fax: (402) 697-2595
s.ed.mead@usace.army.mil

Kendra Morrison

U.S. EPA, Region 8
Mailcode: 8P-HW

999 18th St., Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202-2466
Phone: (303) 312-6145
Fax: (303) 312-6064
morrison.kendra@epa.gov

Richard Muza

U.S. EPA, Region 8
Mailcode: 8EPR-EP
999 18th St., Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: (303) 312-6595
muza.richard@epa.gov

Bill Myers

EMS, Inc.

8601 Georgia Ave., Suite 500
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: (301) 589-5318

Fax: (301) 589-8487
bmyers@emsus.com

Maryjane Nearman

U.S. EPA, Region 10

1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-6642
nearman.maryjane@epa.gov

Sandra Novotny

EMS, Inc.

8601 Georgia Ave., Suite 500
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: (301) 589-5318

Fax: (301) 589-8487
snovotny@emsus.com

Eric Nuttall

University of New Mexico
Phone: (505) 269-7840
nuttall@unm.edu

Bill O'Steen

U.S. EPA, Region 4
Mailcode: OTS

61 Forsyth St., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960
Phone: (404) 562-8645
Fax: (404) 562-9964
osteen.bill@epa.gov

Howard Orlean

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: WCM-121
1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-2851
Fax: (206) 553-0869
orlean.howard@epa.gov

29

Michael Overbay

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6PD-NB

1445 Ross Ave., Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
Phone: 214-665-6482
overbay.michael@epa.gov

Chris Pace

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OES-095

1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-1792
pace.christopher@epa.gov

Gareth Pearson

U.S. EPA/NERL/ESD

P.O. Box 93478

Las Vegas, NV 89193-3478
Phone: (702) 798-2101
pearson.gareth@epa.gov

Bill Pedicino

U.S. EPA, Region 7
Mailcode: ARTD

901 North Fifth St.
Kansas City, KS 66101
Phone: (913) 551-7629
pedicino.bill@epa.gov

Robert Pope

U.S. EPA, Region 4
Mailcode: 4WD-FFB

61 Forsyth St., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960
Phone: (404) 562-8506
Fax: (404) 562-8518
pope.robert@epa.gov

Suresh Rao

Purdue University

Rm. 1284, Civil Engineering
Building

West Lafayette, IN 47907-1284

Phone: (765) 496-6554
Fax: (765) 496-1107
pscr@ecn.purdue.edu



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Larry Reed

NIEHS

Mailcode: EC-27

P.O. Box 12233

Research Triangle Park, NC
27709-2233

Phone: (919) 316-4622
reed1@niehs.nih.gov

David Reisman

U.S. EPA, NRMRL

Mailcode: MS-489

26 West Martin Luther King Dr.
Cincinnati, OH 45268

Phone: (513) 569-7588

Fax: (513) 569-7676
reisman.david@epa.gov

Marta Richards

U.S. EPA, NRMRL

Mailcode: 489

26 West Martin Luther King Dr.
Cincinnati, OH 45268

Phone: (513) 569-7692

Fax: (513) 569-7676
richards.marta@epa.gov

Leo Romanowski

U.S. EPA, Region 4

61 Forsyth St., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
Phone: (404) 562-8485
Fax: (404) 562-8439
romanowski.leo@epa.gov

Bill Rothenmeyer

U.S. EPA, Region 8

Mailcode: 8P2-HW

999 18th St., Suite 300
Denver, CO 80202-2466
Phone: (303) 312-6045

Fax: (303) 312-6064
rothenmeyer.william@epa.gov

Carlos Sanchez

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6SF-AP

1445 Ross Ave., Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202

Phone: (214) 665-8607
sanchez.carlos@epa.gov

Ravi Sanga

U.S. EPA, Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-4092
sanga.ravi@epa.gov

Carmen Santiago-Ocasio
U.S. EPA, Region 4

61 Forsyth St., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960
Phone: (404) 562-8948
Fax: (404_562-8996
santiago-
ocasio.carmen@epa.gov

David Seely

U.S. EPA, Region 5
Mailcode: SR-6J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604
Phone: (312) 88607058
Fax: (312) 886-4071
seely.david@epa.gov

Lewis Semprini

Western Region Hazardous
Substances Research Center
Oregon State University
202 Apperson Hall
Corvallis, OR 97331-2303
lewis.semprini@orst.edu

Tracey Seymour

U.S. EPA, HQ

Mailcode: 5106

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N. W.
Washington, DC 20460

Phone: (703) 603-8712
seymour.tracey@epa.gov

Mike Shook

Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory

P.O. Box 1625

Idaho Falls, ID 83415-2107

30

Phone: (208) 526-6945
Fax: (208) 526-0875
ook@inel.gov

Michael Smith

Vermont Dept. of Environmental
Conservation

Waste Management Division
Mailcode: West Building

103 S. Main St.

Waterbury, VT 05671-0404
Phone: (802) 241-3879
mikes@dec.anr.state.vt.us

Richard E. Smith

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mailcode: Seattle District

4735 E. Marginal Way, S.
Seattle, WA 98124-2255

Phone: (206) 764-3309
richard.e.smith@nws02.usace.army
.mil

Donovan Smith

JRW Techologies, Inc.

14321 W. 96th Terrace

Lenexa , KS 66215

Phone: (913) 438-5544, ext. 113
dsmith@jrwtechnologies.com

Kent Sorenson

North Wind, Inc.

P.O. Box 51174

545 Shoup Ave., Suite 200
Idaho Falls, ID 83405

Phone: (208) 528-8718, ext. 129
ksorenson@nwindenv.com

Rich Steimle

U.S. EPA, TIO

Mailcode: 5102G

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: (703) 603-7195

Fax: (703) 603-9115
steimle.richard@epa.gov



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Jennifer Sutter

Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality

2020 SW 4th Ave., Suite 400
Portland, OR 97201

Phone: (503) 229-6148

Fax: (503) 229-6899
sutter.jennifer@deq.state.or.us

Neil Thompson

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: ECL-113
1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-7177
Fax: (206) 553-0124
thompson.neil@epa.gov

Claudia Thompson
NIEHS

P.O. Box 12233

RTP, NC 27709

Phone: (919) 541-4638
Fax: (919) 541-4937
thompsol@niehs.nih.gov

Jim Ussery

Georgia DNR

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Dr., SE,
Suite 1154

Atlanta, GA 30334

Phone: (404) 657-8626

Fax: (404) 691-2439
jim_ussery@mail.dnr.state.ga.us

Luanne Vanderpool

U.S. EPA, Region 5
Mailcode: SR-5J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604

Phone: (312) 353-9296

Fax: (312) 886-4071
vanderpool.luanne@epa.gov

Ana Vargas
Arizona

Chris Villarreal

U.S. EPA, Region 6
Mailcode: 6SF-AP

1445 Ross Ave., Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733
Phone: (214) 665-6758
Fax: (214) 665-6660
villarreal.chris@epa.gov

Robert Weld

Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality
Federal Facilities Restoration
Program

629 E. Main St.

Richmond, VA 23219

Phone: (804) 698-4227

Fax: (804) 698-4383
rjweld@deq.state.va.us

Stephen White

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
12565 West Center Rd.

Omaha, NE 68144

Phone: (402) 697-2660

Fax: (402) 697-2613
stephen.j.white@nwd02.usace.army
.mil

Carmen White

U.S. EPA, Region 9
Mailcode: SFD-8-1

75 Hawthorne St.

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: (415) 972-3010
Fax: (415) 947-3020
white.carmen@epa.gov

Wayne Wilke

Wilke International

14321 West 96th Terrace
Lenexa, KS 66215

Phone: (913) 438-5544
wwilke@wilkeinternational.com

Richard Willey

U.S. EPA, Region 1
Mailcode: HBS

1 Congress St., Suite 1100

31

Boston, MA 02114-2023
Phone: (617) 918-1266
Fax: (617) 918-1291
willey.dick@epa.gov

Christine Williams

U.S. EPA, Region 1
Mailcode: HBT

1 Congress St., Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023
Phone: (617) 918-1384
williams.christine@epa.gov

Jonathan Williams

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: ECL-111

1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-1369
williams.jonathan@epa.gov

Kevin Willis

U.S. EPA, Region 2

Mailcode: ERRD/NYRB/ENYRS
290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866
Phone: (212) 637-4252

Fax: (212) 637-3966
willis.kevin@epa.gov

Lynn Wood

U.S. EPA, Ground Water and
Ecosystems Restoration Division
P.O. Box 1198

Ada, OK 74821-1198

Phone: (580) 436-8552
wood.lynn@epa.gov

Ryan Wymore

North Wind, Inc.

P.O. Box 51174

545 Shoup Ave., Suite 200
Idaho Falls, ID 83405
Phone: (208) 557-7820
Fax: (208) 528-8714
rwymore@nwindenv.com



Business Sessions of the Technical Support Project Meeting, Seattle, WA

April 22-25, 2003

Renee Wynn

U.S. EPA/FFRRO

Mailcode: 5106G

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: (703) 603-0049

Fax: (703) 603-0043
wynn.renee@epa.gov

Laura Yeh

NFESC

1100 23rd Ave.

Port Hueneme, CA 93043
yehsl@nfesc.navy.mil

32

Bernie Zavala

U.S. EPA, Region 10
Mailcode: OEA-095
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: (206) 553-1562
Fax: (206) 553-0119
zavala.bernie@epa.gov



